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1 )E3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 29 November 2001 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)K This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 03 Claim(s) 1-13 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 1-13 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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Application Papers 
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10)^1 The drawing(s) filed on 29 November 2001 is/are: a)D accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .1 21 (d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -1 3 are presented for examination. 

2. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 1 50 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. Applicant abstract has more than one paragraph. Correction is 
required. 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. The term " parameterisable " (page 4. line 19: page 7, line 23) is not a 
proper word. Examiner cannot find this word in the dictionary. Applicant 
is required to revise the entire specification. 
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b. Page 14 of the specification is objected to because if these references are 
required to make the invention work, applicant is required to put the cited 
references at the beginning of the specification with explanation of their 
relevancy to applicant invention. If these are prior art that need to be 
considered by examiner, applicant is required to put this information in IDS 
and copy of the reference is required to insure proper consideration and to 
the extent required by 37 CFR 1.56. 

4. It is noted that although the present application does contain line numbers in the 
specification and claims, the line numbers in the claims do not correspond to the 
preferred format. The preferred format is to number each line of every claim, with each 
claim beginning with line 1. For ease of reference by both the Examiner and Applicant 
all future correspondence should include the recommended line numbering. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter in which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

a. The following terms lack proper antecedent basis: 
i. the lower priority task - claim 1 , lines 8-9; 
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ii. the central resource unit - claim 1 , lines 14-1 5; 

iii. the calculation stage - claim 2, line 2; 

iv. the last clock pulse - claim 2, line 4; 

v. the scheduling code - claim 3, line 3 ; 

vi. the clock pulse process - claim 3, line 4; 

vii. the latter - claim 3, lines 4-5; 

viii. the system tasks - claim 3, lines 5-6; 

ix. rerouting procedures - claim 7, Iine3; 

x. a supervision task - claim 7, line 4; 

xi. the creation of a task -claim 8, line 3; 

xii. the event of overshoot - claim 8, line 6; 

xiii. the surveillance - claim 8, lines 8, 10; 

xiv. the switching - claim 8, line 1 1 ; 

xv. out going task - claim 8, lines 11, 15, 18; 

xvi. entering task -claim 8, lines 12, 14; 

xvii. the event - claim 8, line 1 3; 

b. The claim language in the following claims is not clearly understood: 
i. as per claim 1 (lines 9, 1 1 , and 16), and claims 2, 7-8 and 10, the 
lack and, in many cases, misuse of punctuation makes it very 
difficult to determine exactly which units are connected to which 
units and which units perform which functions. Appropriate 
correction is required. 
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ii. as per claim 1 , lines 2-3, the terms "parameterisation", and 
"characterised" render the claim unclear and indefinite, (i.e. these 
words are not listed in any dictionary); line 3, it is uncertain what is 
meant by "jt" (i.e., real time multi-task operating process or the 
observation window?); lines 6-7, it is uncertain whether 
"observation window" is a fix window or varies depend on the task; 
lines 7-8, what is meant by "a scheduler guarantees a minimum 
execution time", it is not clearly understood how a minimum 
execution time being define (i.e; based on priority?); line 10, the 
phrase "the time sent" renders the claim unclear and indefinite 
because it is uncertain how can the time being sent (i.e. time 
spend?). 

iii. as per claim 2, line 4, it is uncertain whether "jt" refers to the value. 

iv. as per claim 7, line 3, term "rerouting" in this claim did not give a 
meaning repugnant to the usual meaning of the term. (i.e. 
"rerouting" is used by the claim to mean "reallocate"). 

v. as per claim 8, lines 15-16, the phrase "the time spend by the 
outgoing task during the observation window", render the claim 
unclear and indefinite. It is uncertain what applicant is trying to 
claim, (i.e. is it meant timestamp the time spend by outgoing task 
or calculating the time spend by out going task?). 
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vi. as per claim 1 1 , lines 3, 6, and 7, the phrases "surveillance module 
(32)", "supervision task (30)", "unit (15)", and "scheduler (38)", 
render the claim indefinite as to point out what included or excluded 
by the claim language, (i.e. 32, 30, 15 and 38 refer to what?). 

vii. as per claims 12, and 13, the abbreviation of "ATSU" need to be 
expanded. In addition, it is unclear whether they are independent 
or dependent claims. Claim 1 is a real time multi-task operating 
process (method claim), however, claims 12-13 claimed "use of. 
(i.e. is this system, method or computer program claim?). 

7. This listing of 1 12, 2 nd problems is meant to be exemplary not exhaustive. 
Applicant should carefully review all of his/her current claims for additional 112, 2 nd 
problems. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Baker-Harvey (U.S. Patent No. 6385638). 
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1 0. As per claim 1 , Baker-Harvey teaches the invention substantially as claimed 
including real time multi-task operating process (fig. 1) in which a set of fixed duration 
parameterization observation windows (fig. 2) characterized by the fact that it includes: 

an allocation stage of a maximum execution duration for each task in each 
observation window (fig. 2; col.1, lines 45-46; col. 2, lines 14-15; col. 2. lines 14-15); 

a calculation time for the time sent by each task during each observation window 
(col. 6, lines 47-49); and 

a sanction stage during which the tasks which exceed their quota in a given 
observation window are sanctioned and can only return to the central resource unit 
during the following observation window (col. 11, lines 11-13). 

Baker-Harvey did not specifically teach a scheduler guarantees a minimum 
execution time for the lower priority tasks. However, Baker-Harvey disclosed a method 
that guarantees each task will always be able to run at least its minimum quality of 
service or its own defined minimum times (abstract, lines 7-9; col. 2, lines 19-21). 

11. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have recognized that the step of guarantees defined minimum 
execution time for the tasks in Baker-Harvey's system could include a guarantee for a 
low priority task because this will improve the versatility of Baker-Harvey's system by 
having priority as a factor for guarantee execution time. 
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12. As per claim 2, Baker-Harvey teaches the invention substantially as claimed in 
claimed 1 , in which during the calculation stage a value supplied by a global software 
counter is used which is refined by adding to it the time passed since the last clock 
pulse read at one go in a material counter (tables 2, and 3). 

1 3. As per claim 3, Baker-Harvey further teaches that a first rerouting point existing 

in the scheduling code (col. 8, lines 23-25), a second rerouting point existing in the clock 
pulse process interruption program (col. 8, lines 34-35); the latter, with a higher priority 
than all the system tasks enabling the calculation of the time spent by the task in 
progress (col. 11, lines 57-58) and to sanction it if its quota is exceeded (col. 12, lines 
63-65). 

14. As per claim 4, Baker-Harvey further teaches the sanction stage takes place 
during a task change (col. 8, lines 27-29). 

1 5. As per claim 5, Baker-Harvey further teaches the sanction stage takes place 
during the generation of a clock pulse (col. 8, line 27, and 30-31). 

16. As per claim 6, Baker-Harvey further teaches the sanction stage consists of a 
reduction in task priority (col. 18, lines 58-63), a stoppage or destruction of the task 
9col. 3, lines 25-29). 
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17. As per claim 7, Baker-Harvey further teaches a start-up in which: rerouting 
procedures are started (col. 5, lines 58-60); a supervision task is launched (col. 7, lines 
44-45, lines 60-62); the duration of the observation window is configured (col. 5, lines 
60-62). 

18. As per claim 8, Baker- Harvey further teaches: 

during the creation of a task: the maximum use duration of the central resource 
unit in the observation window (col. 7, lines 54-57) and the sanction to be applied in the 
event of overshoot is configured (col. 8, lines 27-31), the surveillance of this task is 
launched (col. 8, lines 18-22); 

during the termination of this task, the surveillance of the latter is inhibited (col. 8, 
lines 46-48); 

during the switching of this outgoing task to another entering task: the event is 
dated (table 3), starting time of the entering task is recorded (table 3), the time spent by 
the outgoing task during the observation window (table 3), a sanction is applied if the 
time spent by the outgoing task is longer than the maximum allocated time (col. 8, lines 
27, and 29-30). 

1 9. As per claim 9, Baker-Harvey further teaches a sanction is applied if the time 
spent is longer than the maximum allocated time (col. 8, lines 27, and 29-30). 
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20. As per claim 1 0, Baker-Harvey further teaches at the beginning of the window the 
time spent for the tasks is put at zero (table 2), at the end of the window the sanctioned 
tasks are rehabilitated (col. 8, lines 57-61). 

21 . As per claim 1 1 , Baker-Harvey teaches the invention substantially as claimed 
including a surveillance module (32) which contains the code of a rerouting procedure 
for putting in place rerouting points (col. 1, lines 51-52), a functions interface accessible 
by a supervision task (30) (col. 3, lines 31-34), a time management unit (15) (col. 2, 
lines 1-8), and a scheduler (38) (col. 1, line 59). 

22. Claims 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Baker-Harvey (U.S. Patent No. 6385638), as applied to claims 1 and 10 above, in view 
of Delseny et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6275767). 

23. As per claims 12-13, Baker-Harvey teaches the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 1 . However, Baker-Harvey did not specifically teach ATSU calculator. 

Delseny teaches the use of the process of the ATSU calculator (abstract, lines 1- 
12; col. 4, lines 22, 55-59). 

24. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Baker-Harvey, and Delseny 
because Delseny 's ATSU calculator would expand the usage of Barker-Harvey's 
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system to manage links between certain aircraft equipment and the ground/board 
communication means (abstract, lines 1-4). 

Conclusion 

25. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Ramakrishnan etal. (U.S. Patent No. 6085215) teach the method 
for avoiding receive live lock and transmit starvation, and for 
minimizing packet loss and latency in a communication network 
station. 

Balasubramanian (U.S. Patent No. 6687257) teaches dynamic 
guaranteed mixed priority scheduling for communication and 
processing. 

Shi et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6757897) teach techniques for a 
computing device to perform various tasks in a multitasking or time 
sliced environment. 

26. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jennifer N. To whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7212. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 7AM- 4:30 PM, F 7AM- 3:30 PM. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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